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Conclusion
• Need to assess impacts of interventions considering major SAIF 
indicators to gain appropriate picture of their roles. 
Figure 1. Comparison of the SLM interventions on productivity and environmental factors in 
treated and control sites. 
Introduction
Land degradation is a serious problem in Ethiopia with an annual cost of $4.3 billion. The Government is engaged in various land 
restoration efforts investing more than $1.2 billion a year over the past ten years. The country has also pledged to restore over 22 M ha 
of land as part of AFR100 commitment. Despite the widespread restoration efforts, adequate quantitative information related to the 
performances of land restoration efforts is lacking.
Objective
Evaluate the impacts of land management interventions using the 
SAIF framework.
Approaches: (a) assess impacts of restoration efforts 
based on meta-data analysis of peer-reviewed publications, and 
(b) implement the SAIF framework to assess tradeoffs and 
synergies associated with the role of land management 
practices.
Plate 1. Land degradation, its consequences and remedial measures
Results
• Our review collated103 peer-reviewed papers covering 176 sites.
• The combination of bunds with biological options and CA 
increased mean crop yield by 170% and 18%, respectively.  
• Bunds combined with biological options and exclosures enhanced 
SOC by about 140% and 90%, respectively.
• Single interventions such as bunds, biological measures or Fanya
juu implemented alone showed negative effect on crop yield. 
• Treated sites showed improvement in SOC and runoff compared 
to controls while there was no major change related to erosion 
(Fig.1a).
• Biological options have shown significant contribution to 
enhancing SOC and reducing runoff (Fig. 1b).
• CA has contributed to reduce soil erosion and increase crop yield 
(Fig. 1b).
• CA had win-win impact on SOC and yield in sub-moist AEC while it 
showed tradeoff in the sub-humid zone (Fig. 2).
Partners
Figure 2. Synergy and tradeoff map of interventions on different products and services. 
• CA had positive impact on crop yield but minimum 
contribution to build SOC (Fig. 3)
• Integration of income generating options can reduce tradeoffs 
and enhance synergy (Fig. 3). 
Figure 3. Situations and/or actions to minimize tradeoffs and enhance synergies. 
